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Customs Agems Upheid m

Sezzmg Scaennmiogy Paper

Tnbunal Rejects Church Arguments That Law
ls Not Valid and Se‘arch Warrant is Requlred

- U.S. Customs Service officials did |
not -violate constitutional guarantees
against prior restraint of speech when

. they temporarily detained and re-

-viewed thousands of decuments sent !

to-Los Angeles by the. Church of |
Scientology in England two. .years :
ago, -a.three- judge federal panel has
ruIed. g el L e {
- The unammous opmion written b
-U.S. Dist. Judge William'P: Gray held ;
: that a.federal statute pmhfbltmg im-,
_ portation: mta-the'-Umted States ‘of
- -Written. material; ¢ *freason, ;
.2 foreible- remstance.tot’any federal Jaw
+0r Ahreats'to. harm.of il Anyone-is’
- consntutmnai' twhen .

=3 After the July 3, 1976‘ :detenhonof
‘its’ documents, the - Church of: Sciene
- tology -attacked the statute’'as over-
“broad, a prior restraint on speech and-
~ void because of vagueness, ;. g

l"a.l

“ Even if the statute was vahd on lts 3+
face, the church contended, customsl
-officials should not have been able to,
-review the internal church- doe-|
uments extensively without a search'
warrant. Among the documents were
communications with' church attor-
-neys and . purported confessional
 Statements of Scientology members.. *;

- The three-judge panel, which in-
‘cluded ‘U.S, Dist> Judge:.-Warren :J.]
. Ferguson' and: Sth U.S. Circuit. Court
“of Appeals Judge. Stanley-N:. Bames,
rejecf.ed each'of the Chureh o

tology’s contendﬁ e

: ‘t i ii _where the our}
boxes of documents _were intercepted,.
“lestified at hearigs. THat the materal
‘jfitially was detained” when an in-

;smmr_munne,x_mnnm the doc-
“uments s g ‘to the CrIA,

Interpy lum_-m;u: 2.dec ng_m_a_
‘ chines and sabotage.~ %-vior ey, 15
7=Inspector mf Hoyle-ﬁ!so— saud he
"Yead a sentence i in a 'document about.
.an individual. who, the document said
<‘doesn’t-have-a criminal_record- be«J
cause -the ] don’t know that he Kkilled:
}us wife,” The individual referred to«
was not identified irr court records %
s~The~documents detained were re<
‘turned to-the: church but Gray al<" 1
~lowed.copies to be'made of those the |

" thing more than a mzsgmdedfantasy
, by a single individual.”” .

:als entering the country from abroad,’

: BYBiDBERT BAWITCH

! “Times Sttt weiter . . .
Ultnnately, ‘only" four documents

were. copied, one- of. which was .a

handwritten letter dated in early 1975

by a Scientologist in Great Britain/

proposing, use of an “agent to pene-.

* “hfuch hke the- Internal. Revenue |
Service, customs is an ideal agency of
-political. expediency...The . American:
public should be aware that here is an.
agency that is not bmmd by the spinL 1

4

trate” the U1.S. attorney’s office in Los of the Constitution. .

Angeles to obtain files on the church,

“We asked the coirt to strengthen the Fourth Amend-' ’
" The letter, which has never been ment rights of all Ameriean citizens. True to trend, the

released publicly, was summarized by rights of the cmzen have once agam lost to the demands of__

church attorney H.-Peter Young in a t.he state.”
.Pleading filed with the court. ! i3 -
- % The~ church: ‘attorney- said - the

government: bad made -“ng.showing
whatsoever that.this letter was any-.

ke A 15
~The letter-was never communicats:
ed to. anyéne;. Young~added, and .t|
lacked initialed approval by churchi
leaders in Great Bntam and the Umtq-
edStates./ P T TR R £ 3
. *Eleven’ US: - Scientology leaders;
and two. living. in England were in-|
dicted this summer -in ‘Washington,,
“D.C.,.on charges of conspiring to infil-
ft;'ate and burgzlanze government. of-:
ices,

3 The judges’. opinion obtained Tues.
day stated. “Under the Customs Ser- |
vice's broad powers: to restrict .ims;

_ports and-conduct a search of materi=

this temporary delay and retention.of.
documents (10.days) does not consti=-
tute a constitutional deprivation.” - -:

- On the-issue of whether a searcb
warrant should have been obtained:
by customs: officials- aftér they had |
“determined. the documents were im--
‘portable; the panel held none was ne-:
.cessary-- because" officers’ have the..

'nght.to seize any ‘evidence of a crime '
that is in.plain. view- durmg a sea.rch
, conducted in good faith. - Ay
. There-Was no evidence of bad faxth %
by the custcm ofﬂcxals,a,the Judges
saldo ._-v: q -'; ‘Y i'.

A church of qmeutology spokesman

.'Isamd no determination had heen:made-;
.on whether to appeal the three-judze 3
_panel’s decision. chever. spokesman._
-Jeff Dubron added: . gt i)

: “These government agents are—the '
proud possessars of a repressive law |
that. allows thern at will and with no--:

government believed were potential | due ¢
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